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L transferred emplovee reguested reconsideration uof the
disallowance of his ciaim for travel ané trasnspoctetion
oxpenses. The denial was sustained since the enployee 4id not
shov that agency officials acted improperly iz denying
reiabursenant baned oh the decision that the move wvas not in the
interest of the Governaent. (BTW)
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MATTER OF: Dale W. Sherfey -~ Travel and Transportation
Expenses = Reconsideration

DISEST: On reconsideration, decision denying employee's claim
for trave: and transportation expenses incurred in-
cident to tranafer requeated by him is =ustained.
Employee's evidence does not show that agency oftficials
acted improperly in denying reimbiursement of those
cxpensea.

By latter dattd October 12, 1978, Mr. Dale W. Sherfey
roqueated redonsideration of Comptroller General decision
B-191228, September 29, 1978, in which we sustained our Claims
Diviaion'a disallowance of hiu claim for travel and tranaporta~
tion expenses incurred incident to his tranalar from the Naval
Air Statfon, San Diego, Califcrnia, to the Department of the
Army, Fort Carson, Colorado, in-August of 1975. 'Mr. Sherfey
has also written the .resident concerning this claim. Tnat
letter, dated June 16, 1978, has been ruferred to us for action.

The record in this case shows tnat officials at Fort Carson
deteramined before Mr. Sherfey's rmove that he would not be reim-
bursed for the expensos of the move. As a result cf that deter=-
mination orders were not issued.

n;  The governing regulations require that if an agency deter-
miney that a move 13 uwct in the interest of the Governmeni, the
employee nust be inforned: prior to his move that he is respcnsible
for payment Qf travel and transportation expifises. Both Lhe.,
civilian personnel officer at Fort Carson and Mr. Sherfey state
that he was informed on at least three occasions that his trans-
fer was not authori.:ed at Government expense. In his request

for; reconsideration, however, Mr, Sherfey. states that these ex-
chenges occurred after his move and that he had no contact with
the Civilian Personnel Office prior to that time. 1In the come
letter he states that he did‘'have contact with Butts r y Alr
Field, Fort Carson and in arn earlier letter dated Janaary 27, 1976,
he stuates that he was informed by Mr, Stambaugh, Shop Foreman

of Installation Maintenance, Butts Army Air Field, that he would
receive no travel or\trnnSpo"tation pay for his move. '

oY
Section 31.7, title 4 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
provides that the burden is on a claimant tc establish the



B-191228

11ability of the United States and the claizant's right to payment.

In light of the evidunce Mr. Sherfc’ ' has presented, we do not
fe3l that he has met his burden of showing that officiels at
Fort Carson failed to comply with the regulations.

Mr. Sherfey eariier clairned that his situation fell within
the purview o paragraph C4100-2.6, Vol, II, of the Joint Travel
Regulations which provides that reassignment ol a qualif'ied
employee to an activity where his services are needed, including
those cases in which une employee initiater the request for

movemant but such request is not necessarily the deciding factor,

is movement in the interest of the CGovernment. In our decision
of September 23, 1978, we explained that Mr. Gherfey's situation
was not governed by that regulation since it referred to
employees reassigned within the same agency rather tnen to
employees transferred from one agency to another.

Mr. Sherfey claims that he is familiar with cases wher)
other tranunf'erred employees were reimbursed for the expenses of
their moves. However, es we stated in our prior decision, we
will accept an agency's determination cencerning whether &
transfer is in the interest of the Qovernment unless there is a
showing that it was arbitrary and capricious, Mr, Sherfey's
statement that other employees have received travel and trans-
portation expenses does not establish thit th2 agency was
arbitrary and capricious with regard to ais case.

Accordingly, on reconsideration, we hereby affirm our
earlier d:2cision,
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Deputy Comptrollelké:’izerﬁ“ .
of the United States
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